












EXHIBIT A



UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
BEFORE THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD 

DIVISION OF JUDGES 

WYMAN GORDON PENNSYLVANIA, LLC 
Cases 04CA-182126 

04-CA-186281 
and 
	

04-CA-188990 

UNITED, STEEL, PAPER AND FORESTRY, 
RUBBER, MANUFACTURING, ENERGY, 
ALLIED-INDUSTRIAL AND SERVICE 
WORKERS INTERNATIONAL UNION, AFL-
CIO-CLC 

ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND DENYING IN PART RESPONDENT'S MOTION 
FOR A BILL OF PARTICULARS 

On October 13, 2017, Respondent moved for a bill of particulars in this case. The 
General Counsel filed an opposition.' 

The essence of Respondent's motion is that although the complaint alleges that it illegally 
withdrew recognition from the Charging Party Union on November 29, 2016, it does not specify 
the reasons for which withdrawal violates the Act. The complaint also alleges that Respondent 
committed a number of unfair labor practices prior to November 29, but does not state any facts 
linking the withdrawal of recognition to these unfair labor practices. 

Respondent states in its Answer that it withdrew recognition per the demand of attorneys 
for the National Right to Work Foundation who provided sheets signed by a majority of 
bargaining unit employees. 

Section 102.15 of the Board's Rules of Procedure provides: 

After a charge has been filed, if it appears to the Regional Director that formal 
proceedings in respect thereto should be instituted, he shall issue and cause to be served 
on all the other parties a formal complaint in the name of the Board stating the unfair 

In the alternative Respondent seeks dismissal of the complaint. The motion to dismiss may be 
addressed by the Board. 



labor practices and containing a notice of hearing before an administrative law judge -at a 
place therein fixed and at a time not less than 14 days after the Service of the complaint. 
The complaint shall Contain: (a) a clear and concise statement of the facts upon which 
assertion of jutiSdiction by the Board is predicated, and (b) a clear and concise description 
of the acts which are claimed to constitute unfair labor practices, including, where known, 
the approximate dates and places of such acts and the names of respondent's agents or 
other representatives by whom Committed. 

There is some ambiguity in the complaint. Although one could easily infer that the 
General Counsel contends that the employee petition on which Respondent relies is tainted by 
the unfair labor practices alleged elsewhere in the complaint, I order that he specifically so plead, 
if that is the case, and plead any other reason for which the withdrawal of recognition was 
unlawful. 

On the other hand, the General Counsel is not required to plead the evidence on which he 
relies in contending that the withdrawal was tainted. Thus, I deny the Motion in this regard. 

Respondent's motion is granted insofar as I order the General Counsel to amend the 
complaint to allege that withdrawal of recognition was unlawful due to a causal relationship 
between the withdrawal and prior unfair labor practices, if that is the case. I also Order the - 
General Counsel to plead any other basis on which it contends that withdrawal of recognition 
was unlawful. I deny the motion insofar as Respondent Seeks a pleading setting forth the 
evidence that supports the proposition that withdrawal was tainted by Respondent's unfair labor 
practices or other factors. 

Dated: October 20, 2017 

Washington, D.C. 
c—Ptaa4A-- 

Arthi.frJ. Amchan 
Deputy Chief Administrative Law Judge 


